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REPLY BRIEF 

Appellants submit this Reply Brief to the Board of Patent Appeals and 
Interferences in response to the Examiner's Answer dated November 7, 2008. 



Response to Examiner's Answer 

L The Examiner erred in rejecting claims 38-48 under 35 U.S.C. 
§112, first paragraph 

Appellants note that the Examiner has withdrawn the Section 1 12, first paragraph 
rejection of claims 38-47. However, the Examiner asserts that there is "nothing on the 
record as originally filed to support the process of preparation of the 'styrene supported 
catalyst' of claims 48". See, Examiner's Answer at page 4, lines 1-10. Appellants 
respectfully disagree. Support for the recitation of ''obtaining styrene supported catalyst'' 
in claim 48 can be found in at least paragraph 12 of the specification, along with the 
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originally filed claims. The Examiner further argues that "styrene is a liquid compound 
at room temperature and it is not able to function as a support". See, Id. Appellants 
respectfolly resubmit that adequate support for the polystyrene support is found in the 
specification as filed. Further, "It would not be appropriate for the examiner to take 
official notice of facts without citing a prior art reference where the facts asserted to be 
well known are not capable of instant and unquestionable demonstration as being well- 
known". See, MPEP 2144.03. Appellants submit that it is not common knowledge that 
styrene is not able to function as a support, as asserted by the Examiner. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request reversal of the rejection. 

IL The ExAiMrNER erred in rejecting claims 38-48 under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a) AS being unpatentable over Colum in view of Chang, 
Smith AND Lin 

Appellants note that the Examiner has withdrawn the Section 103(a) rejection of 
claim 48. Appellants maintain their previous arguments regarding claims 38-47 and feel 
that repeating such arguments is not necessary to overcome the Examiner's position. 
Accordingly, Appellants respectfully request reversal of the rejection. 



In conclusion, the claims of record are fully supported by the specification as 
filed. Further, the references of record, either alone or in combination, do not teach, 
show or suggest the features of the pending claims. Thus, Appellants respectfully request 
reversal of the rejections of claims 38-48, 



Conclusion 
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